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DETAILED ACTION: Final Rejection 

Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's arguments filed April 11, 2008, have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees with the Applicants arguments in the 
Remarks concerning the application of the prior art reference Bajpai as failing to teach of 
sensors, machine location, and operational history. 

With regards to the specific argument concerning the Bajpai reference as failing to teach 
of a "sensor", the Examiner, in a broadest reasonable interpretation, finds that any means of 
determining, or "sensing", a fault makes that means by default a "sensor". The Applicant argues 
in the last sentence of page 9 of the Remarks that claim 25 includes the limitation of physical 
sensors. In response to Applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., physical 
sensors) are not recited in the rejected claims. Although the claims are interpreted in light of the 
specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van 
Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

With regards to the specific argument concerning the Bajpai reference as failing to teach 
of a machine location, the Examiner directs the Applicant to the statement on page 10 in line 6 of 
Bajpai which discloses "I/O address information". This address is a machine location. 
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With regards to the specific argument concerning the Bajpai reference as failing to teach 
of an operational history, the Examiner directs the Applicant to the statement on page 10 in lines 
7-8 of Bajpai which discloses "information . . . regarding symptoms and characteristics" of a 
problem/fault. This information describes how the machine itself has been operating, i.e. an 
operational history. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

2. Claims 25, 30, 31, and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Bajpai (WO 97/15009). 

As in claim 25, Bajpai discloses a method of automating customer assistance associated 
with a machine, comprising the steps of: 

said machine automatically recognizing a malfunction using sensors and software co- 
located with said machine (page 5 lines 9-11, where local diagnostic element 28 is interpreted as 
a machine); 

said machine automatically collecting machine data including machine identification, 
customer identification, machine location, diagnostics/error codes, operational history and 
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operational status, in a database associated with said machine (page 10 lines 3-9, where the files 
and information collected are interpreted as inherently being stored in some type of a database: 
hardware identification information, user information, I/O address information, 
symptoms/characteristics for the latter three elements, respectively); 

said machine automatically creating a document containing said machine data (page 10 
lines 3-9 and page 11 lines 4-6, where the files and information are collected as a packet [i.e. 
document]); 

said machine automatically transmitting said document over a data network to a remote 
enterprise from said machine utilizing communication equipment associated with said machine 
(Figs. 1 and 6; page 10 lines 3-4); 

processing said document at said remote enterprise (page 11 lines 4-14, where diagnostic 
element 50 is interpreted as a part of a remote enterprise; Figure 1 illustrates a remote 
enterprise as the collection of remote diagnostic workstation 12, engineer's workstation 14, and 
engineer 31); and 

said remote enterprise automatically proceeding with at least one of the following (page 9 
lines 24-25, page 10 lines 10-12, and page 11 lines 12-14): 

I) scheduling initiation of a telephone call by enterprise help-desk facility personnel 
to a customer associated with said machine to provide customer support and corrective action 
(Figure 1 illustrates help-desk personnel 31 on a telephone; page 11 lines 25-26 and page 13 
line 2, where a telephone conversation between personnel and customer is implied). 

II) transmitting corrective action over said data network directly to said machine 
(page 11 lines 9-17); 
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III) escalating said fault analysis to an advanced customer support unit within said 
remote enterprise (page 11 line 18). 

As in claim 30, Bajpai discloses said document is transmitted to said remote enterprise 
concurrently with a customer initiating communication telephonically with said remote 
enterprise (page 10 lines 3-12, where it is interpreted that the customer [user workstation 10] is 
communicating with the remote enterprise [workstation 12] via telephone link inherently in 
order to transmit the document [packet]). 

As in claim 31, Bajpai discloses said remote enterprise processes said document prior to 
communicating with a customer associated with said machine (page 11 lines 15-20, where the 
downloading/communicating of information by the remote enterprise is done after processing of 
the document). 

As in claim 34, Bajpai discloses interacting telephonically with a customer associated 
with said machine after said document is processed at said remote enterprise (page 10 lines 3-12 
and page 11 lines 15-20, where the downloading/communicating of information by the remote 
enterprise via a telephonic link is done after processing of the document). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 36 and 38-43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bajpai in view of Sesek et al. (US PGPub 2005/0097405). 

As in claim 36, Bajpai teaches a method of automating customer assistance associated 
with a machine, comprising the steps of: 

said machine automatically recognizing a malfunction using sensors and software co- 
located with said machine (page 5 lines 9-11, where local diagnostic element 28 is interpreted as 
a machine); 

said machine automatically collecting machine data including machine identification, 
customer identification, machine location, diagnostics/error codes, operational history and 
operational status, in a database associated with said machine (page 10 lines 3-9, where the files 
and information collected are interpreted as inherently being stored in some type of a database: 
hardware identification information, user information, I/O address information, 
symptoms /characteristics for the latter three elements, respectively); 
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said machine automatically creating a document containing said machine data (page 10 
lines 3-9 and page 11 lines 4-6, where the files and information are collected as a packet [i.e. 
document]); 

said machine automatically transmitting said document over a data network to a remote 
enterprise from said machine utilizing communication equipment associated with said machine 
(Figs. 1 and 6; page 10 lines 3-4); 

processing said document at said remote enterprise (page 11 lines 4-14, where diagnostic 
element 50 is interpreted as a part of a remote enterprise; Figure 1 illustrates a remote 
enterprise as the collection of remote diagnostic workstation 12, engineer's workstation 14, and 
engineer 31); and 

said remote enterprise automatically proceeding with at least one of the following (page 9 
lines 24-25, page 10 lines 10-12, and page 11 lines 12-14): 

I) scheduling initiation of a telephone call by enterprise help-desk facility personnel 
to a customer associated with said machine to provide customer support and corrective action 
(Figure 1 illustrates help-desk personnel 31 on a telephone; page 11 lines 25-26 and page 13 
line 2, where a telephone conversation between personnel and customer is implied). 

II) transmitting corrective action over said data network directly to said machine 
(page 11 lines 9-17); 

III) escalating said fault analysis to an advanced customer support unit within said 
remote enterprise (page 11 line 18). 

However, Bajpai fails to teach of a photocopying machine. Sesek et al. teaches of a 
photocopying machine (Fig. 1 #102; paragraph [0018]). 



Application/Control Number: 10/759,682 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2114 

It would have been obvious to a person skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have included the photocopying machine as taught by Sesek et al. in the invention of 
Bajpai. This would have been obvious because a photocopying machine as taught by Sesek et al. 
is a common computer that may also require assistance in diagnostics in order to properly 
remedy a problem via the invention of Bajpai. 

As in claim 38, Bajpai discloses said document is transmitted to said remote enterprise 
concurrently with a customer initiating communication telephonically with said remote 
enterprise (page 10 lines 3-12, where it is interpreted that the customer [user workstation 10] is 
communicating with the remote enterprise [workstation 12] via telephone link inherently in 
order to transmit the document [packet]). 

As in claim 39, Bajpai discloses processing said document at said remote enterprise 
utilizing a remote database of corrective actions (Figs. 1 and 2; page 10 lines 3-27). 

As in claim 40, Bajpai discloses said document is processed at said remote enterprise for 
fault analysis of said machine (page 11 lines 5-9). 

As in claim 41, Bajpai discloses said remote enterprise processes said document prior to 
communicating with a customer associated with said machine (page 11 lines 15-20, where the 
downloading/communicating of information by the remote enterprise is done after processing of 
the document). 
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As in claim 42, Bajpai discloses interacting telephonically with a customer associated 
with said machine after said document is processed at said remote enterprise (page 10 lines 3-12 
and page 11 lines 15-20, where the downloading/communicating of information by the remote 
enterprise via a telephonic link is done after processing of the document). 

As in claim 43, Bajpai discloses automatically requesting additional information from 
said machine by said remote enterprise over said data network (page 11 lines 10-14). 



4. Claim 35 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bajpai in view of 
Pfeiffer et al. (USPGPub 2004/0078722). 

As in claim 35, Bajpai discloses a document for transmission over a network. However, 
Bajpai fails to teach of formatting the document in an object description language. Pfeiffer et al. 
teaches of formatting troubleshooting information in XML before sending to a support enterprise 
(Abstract, paragraph [0007]). 

It would have been obvious to a person skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have included the XML formatting as taught by Pfeiffer et al. in the invention of Bajpai. 
This would have been obvious because XML allows for a more comprehensive means of 
troubleshooting in a computer system (paragraphs [0005] -[0006] and [0016]). 
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5. Claim 44 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bajpai in view of 
Sesek et al, further in view of Pfeiffer et al. 

As in claim 44, the combined invention of Bajpai and Sesek et al. discloses a document 
for transmission over a network. However, the combined invention of Bajpai and Sesek et al. 
fails to teach of formatting the document in an object description language. Pfeiffer et al. teaches 
of formatting troubleshooting information in XML before sending to a support enterprise 
(Abstract, paragraph [0007]). 

It would have been obvious to a person skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have included the XML formatting as taught by Pfeiffer et al. in the combined invention 
of Bajpai and Sesek et al. This would have been obvious because XML allows for a more 
comprehensive means of troubleshooting in a computer system (paragraphs [0005] -[0006] and 
[0016]). 

Conclusion 

6. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 



Application/Control Number: 10/759,682 Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 2114 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to PAUL F. CONTINO whose telephone number is (571)272-3657. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 9:00 am - 6:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Scott Baderman can be reached on (571) 272-3644. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Scott T Baderman/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 

2114 

PFC 

6/25/2008 



